By deploying the concepts of the international society and the international community this article constructs and defends an explanatory framework that enables us to better understand the complex international political and legal structure of the contemporary world order and better explain why violations of international peace and security occur. The international community describes an association of liberal states that has formed within the politically pluralist international society of sovereign states since the end of the Cold War and which considers only those states that exhibit respect for liberal values as legitimate. Moreover, it argues that the international community has demonstrated a tendency to deny non-liberal states their previously held sovereign right to nonintervention and has instituted a global campaign for their liberal reformation. The existence of the international community is evidenced by reference to the practice of liberal states vis-à-vis non-liberal states since the end of the Cold War and particular attention is paid to the reaction of the international community to the overthrow of the democratic regimes in Honduras and the Ivory Coast and the violent suppression of pro-democracy demonstrations in Libya and Syria. In light of these developments, this article assesses the impact of the international community upon international law and suggests that international law is being reformulated in order to construct a liberal international law that allows for the effective promotion of liberal values.
1 Introduction ' The dominant approach in international relations theory for virtually the past two millennia, from Thucydides to Machiavelli to Morgenthau, has been Realism. ' 1 Stated succinctly, the gist of realism is that states exist in a condition of anarchy because there is no overarching international government that is capable of guaranteeing their survival. In this environment, states are by necessity selfish and untrusting actors that are primarily concerned with pursuing material power in order to deter potential aggressors and, where necessary, to repel them. In this realist world state survival, and thus international peace and security more generally, is maintained where there is a balance of material power between states. Where power becomes unbalanced and the system moves towards hegemony, the maintenance of international peace and security becomes susceptible to violation. With its focus upon material power, realism therefore sees little utility in international law and international law is regarded as more or less irrelevant as to whether international peace and security is maintained. 2 In 2013, I published a monograph that challenged the adequacy of realism as a theoretical framework to explain the political and legal interactions of states in the contemporary world order and to understand why violations of international peace and security occur or, where it is maintained, why this is the case.
3 This challenge was pursued by constructing a unique explanatory framework that was predicated upon the concepts of the international society and the international community. In short, the argument developed in the monograph was that since the end of the Cold War an international community of liberal states has formed within the politically pluralist international society of sovereign states. Significantly, I argued that this international community demonstrates a tendency to dismiss states that fail to demonstrate respect for liberal values as illegitimate and, perhaps more significantly, to deny them their previously held sovereign right to non-intervention. In fact, I submitted that this international community is engaged in a sustained campaign to promote respect for liberal values to non-liberal states.
The monograph has attracted considerable attention. Whilst there has been praise for the arguments it develops, 4 others have voiced criticism, 5 some vociferously. 6 In particular, these critics challenge the explanatory strength of the concepts of the international society and the international community and thus their utility in explaining the character of international relations, both in their political and legal dimension. The objective of this article is to engage with and respond to these criticisms. In pursuit of this objective, this article is structured as follows. In section 2, I sketch out the key arguments of the book and, in particular, I elaborate upon the concepts that I refer to as the international society and the international community. In section 2, I also outline the main criticisms that have been levied against this explanatory framework and attempt to rebut them. In rebutting these criticisms, I examine events that have occurred subsequent to the publication of the book and argue that these developments add additional weight to my thesis that through the activities of the international community the promotion of liberal values has now become embedded in international practice. Sections 3 and 4 discuss the international community's reaction to the overthrow of democracy in Honduras and the Ivory Coast, respectively. In section 5, I examine the international community's response to the Arab Spring and, in particular, I focus on events in Libya and Syria. In section 6, my attention turns to the role of international law in the international society and the international community. I examine how the content and character of international law is affected by these two opposing associations and the normative contestation that exists between them. In a nutshell, I argue that the international community has instigated a liberal international law to which the raison d' être is the promotion of liberal democracy to non-liberal states.
The international society and the international community
The concepts of the international society and the international community are central to the explanatory framework that I develop. I argue that when confronted with the global devastation wrought by the Second World War states recognised that they embraced a common interest in forging an international environment where their political independence and territorial integrity (that is, their sovereignty) could be protected and international peace and security maintained, and that this was best achieved through the implementation of a comprehensive international legal framework. What emerged in the years following the end of the Second World War, I submit, was an international society of states that was constituted by a universally accepted international legal rule that regarded all states qua states as sovereign equals.
7 Thus, provided a political community is a state under international law, it is regarded as sovereign and so legally entitled to determine its internal affairs to the exclusion of all others.
In terms of determining membership of this international society, and more crucially who is entitled to sovereignty as a product of this membership, the definition of statehood is all important. As we know, a political community is a state under international law where it exhibits a permanent population, a defined territory, an effective government and the capacity to enter legal relations. 8 Significantly, the requirement of an effective government refers to a government's effective physical control over the population within that territory; this criterion makes no reference and requires no normative judgement as to the quality of the control that the government imposes. What this means is that all states, regardless of whether the government in effective control of that state is fascist, communist, democratic or autocratic, are legitimate members of this international society and cast as sovereign equals.
Importantly, in order to formalise and ultimately strengthen its association, the international society created the United Nations (UN). In this sense, the UN emerged as the institutional representation of the international society and, at least until the end of the Cold War, was dedicated to protecting the sovereign equality of its member states. 9 Organs of this organisation such as the Security Council and General Assembly were therefore intended to act as guardians of state sovereignty and, more broadly, international peace and security.
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Given that membership of the international society is conferred automatically upon achievement of statehood, all states are legitimate members of the international society, and thus this society confers universal membership. I submit, however, that the end of the Cold War represented a seminal moment in the trajectory of international relations, and that since this date the political and legal structure of the world order cannot be adequately captured by the concept of the international society alone.
The end of the Cold War is such a significant date because it was at this time that liberal states began seriously to assess the performance of the international society (and the international legal framework it represents) in achieving its overarching goal of protecting state sovereignty from external intervention and thereby maintaining international peace and security. Significantly, for liberal states this empirical assessment revealed a failing of the international society and the legal regime it imposes to eliminate not just intervention in state sovereignty but in particular armed intervention, which is undoubtedly the most pernicious form of intervention.
11 However, although international legal rules were considered generally ineffective in maintaining international peace and security, for liberal states all was not lost because 'there nevertheless exists an island of peace in an ocean of conflicts and wars' . 14 That liberal states have managed to forge a zone of peace is most often explained on the basis of the normative structure of liberal states. The argument runs that at the heart of a liberal state is the belief 'that individuals everywhere are fundamentally the same, and are best off pursuing self-preservation and material well-being. Freedom is required for these pursuits, and peace is required for freedom; coercion and violence are counter-productive. '
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If freedom is to be preserved, violence as a form of political adjudication must be forgone at all costs. As a result, '[m]odern democratic societies foster the internalization of norms for regulating and reconciling competing interests and values in public affairs in ways that are neither violent nor coercive' . 16 The consequence is that 'if the norms regulating the decision-making processes in a democratic system are orientated toward non-violence and the peaceful resolution of political conflicts, one could expect that democracies externalise these norms when dealing with one another' . 17 If a norm exists that requires the peaceful resolution of disputes within two states, it will also require the peaceful resolution of disputes between them.
18 Thus, when two liberal states come into contact in the international sphere and, after observation and scrutiny of each other's political constitution, perceive each other to be genuinely liberal a mutual trust of peaceful exchange will be established.
Motivated 20 Note that liberal states of the international community do not forfeit their membership of the international society. As states, liberal states continue to enjoy membership of the international society. However, they now possess additional, overriding membership of the international community and subscribe to its normative framework and agenda. Importantly, the international community has sought to reserve sovereignty (and the protection it affords) for liberal, legitimate states only. Non-liberal states have therefore been increasingly denied their previously held sovereign right to determine their own internal political configuration and the international community has engaged in an often aggressive campaign for their liberal reformation. In particular, liberal states have sought to exploit their growing influence within the world order in order to cajole international organisations, and especially the UN Security Council because of its mandatory powers, into taking decisions that facilitate the promotion of liberal values.
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As I have already noted, my use of the concept of the international community as an explanatory tool has come under criticism since the publication of my book. In their reviews of my thesis Professors Greg Fox and Brad Roth, scholars who have been pioneers in assessing the role of international law in democracy promotion, 22 have made it clear that they consider the bright lines I draw between the international society and the international community to be far murkier in reality, and that the political structure of the contemporary world order is far more complex and nuanced than I portray. In particular, Fox and Roth argue that there are many instances in the postCold War era where liberal states have failed to dismiss non-liberal states as illegitimate and, in fact, have enjoyed close relationships with them. Their argument is that discrete national interests of liberal states are sufficiently prominent to prevent them from transforming their grand political rhetoric relating to the normative supremacy of liberal democracy into practice, such as the desire to preserve beneficial economic or security arrangements. In light of this, Roth explains that my understanding of the international community is overly 'bold' and 'straightforward' and which pictures the scene far 'too starkly' . Ultimately, Roth concludes that the account I offer is 'premature' and needs to be more 'moderate' in order to be convincing. Fox makes a similar point when he labels the framework I develop 'reductionist' . 23 To a certain extent I accept this criticism. It is correct that in the post-Cold War era there are examples of liberal states engaging with non-liberal states in such a manner as to indicate that they are tolerant of their non-liberal ideology. The argument is that where the maintenance of cordial relations is beneficial to liberal states (perhaps for economic reasons such as maintaining or improving trade relations or for security reasons such as deterring and suppressing international terrorism), liberal states are prepared to recognise non-liberal regimes as legitimate. Roth identifies the example of liberal states having 'recently embraced non-liberal solutions' in Egypt on the basis that it is 'convenient to other agendas' . 24 Another recent and prominent example would be the international community's seemingly close relationship with Saudi Arabia, which is clearly not a liberal state. In the words of the government of the United Kingdom (UK):
We develop and maintain the long-standing relationship between the UK and Saudi Arabia. We build on the bilateral relationship between our two governments and peoples, especially in the areas of trade and investment, education, culture, energy and climate security, and defence. 25 It goes without saying that the social realities of the institution of recognition within the international community are complex and can take different meanings within a particular context. I therefore accept that factors other than a state's political constitution can influence the way in which it is perceived by liberal states. However, my objective is not to construct an explanatory framework that accounts for every micro-aspect of international social reality. If it were, then my project would essentially be a restatement of a mass of raw data. This may make for a robust research project in descriptive or explanatory terms. Ultimately, however, it would be unimpressive analytically because it would fail to judge what data is significant causally to the world order and that which is less relevant. In addition, and significantly, it would also fail to identify what I still believe to be a convincing line of explanation: namely, that since 1990 liberal states have exhibited consistent trends and patterns of conduct in their interactions with non-liberal states. Thus, it is not my objective to provide an all-encompassing 'theory of everything' which can explain international relations in their entirety since 1945 or even 1990. Instead, my objective is to identify salient empirical data and, on this basis, propose an explanatory framework that utilises ideal-types like the international society and the international community to elucidate generic transformations to the structural and normative configuration of the world order. Of course my claim is an empirical one; that liberal states have cohered into an international community which exhibits a tendency to dismiss non-liberal states as illegitimate and take reformative action against them. It is therefore essential that I am able to draw upon a sufficient amount of empirical evidence to substantiate my claim.
Propelled by the hype and hubris of the Bush and Blair administrations there is much practice during the 1990s to support the existence of this international community of liberal states. At a glance, obvious examples would be: the intervention in Haiti in response to the overthrow of the democratically elected President; 26 the use of military force by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Kosovo to end the egregious human rights abuses; and the liberal reconstructions of Kosovo and East Timor. 27 Indeed, during the mid-to-late 1990s, a considerable amount of academic literature was published which documented the preparedness of liberal states to dismiss non-liberal states as illegitimate and, where necessary, to intervene in their internal affairs in order to promote respect for liberal values. The likes of Michael Reisman, Thomas Franck and Jean d' Aspremont were key protagonists in this literature. 28 However, in terms of defending the existence of the international community, the more significant date is 11 September 2001. The reason for this is because in the wake of the devastating 9/11 terrorist attacks previously seminal proponents of the international community doctrine started to reject this thesis, and instead assert that in their foreign policy leading states within the international community have exhibited a return to realist ideology. These commentators now argue that because of the likes of international terrorism, the global economic downturn and the emerging multipolar world, the nature of the international environment has changed-or at least had become more complex-and that liberal states are no longer (as) concerned with the promotion of liberal values but instead (more) preoccupied with protecting discrete national security interests such as their security and economic prosperity. Consider the following remarks by d' Aspremont:
Contemporary practice shows signs of a return to realist and non-ideological foreign policies, threatening the centrality of democracy promotion in the foreign policies of most democratic states. 29 The battle lines over whether the doctrine of the international community remains a convincing tool to explain the nature of international relations are therefore drawn in the post 9/11 era. For this reason, I will identify and analyse post-9/11 examples of the international community dismissing governments as illegitimate on the basis of their non-liberal credentials and, where necessary, intervening in such states in order to protect and promote respect for liberal values. Particular emphasis will be given to examples that were developing as I was writing the book and examples that have developed subsequently.
Honduras
A good illustration of the role of the international community engaging in a normative assessment of the political credentials of a state is in relation to the events that began to unfold in Honduras in 2009. In 2009, the democratically elected President of Honduras, Manuel Zelaya, attempted to initiate constitutional reform by holding a non-binding referendum. The Supreme Court of Honduras adopted what was regarded as a legally binding decision that required this poll to be cancelled. 30 Zelaya refused to heed the Supreme Court's decision and the Honduran Supreme Court issued a warrant for his arrest. Importantly, it is widely accepted that the Supreme Court did not have the authority to issue such a warrant under the constitution. 31 Acting on this order, during the night of 28 June 2009, the Honduran army stormed the presidential home and detained Zelaya. Rather than bringing him to trial as the arrest warrant required, the soldiers forced him onto a plane to Costa Rica. Later that day, after receiving a letter of resignation from Zelaya (although Zelaya protested that the letter was fabricated), the Supreme Court voted to remove him from office and appointed his successor.
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In the days and weeks following his exile there was widespread condemnation of the events that had occurred. The UN General Assembly adopted a resolution unambiguously stating that Zelaya was the legitimate President of Honduras because of his democratic credentials and that he must be returned expeditiously to power. 33 The General Assembly condemned the coup d' état in the Republic of Honduras that has interrupted the democratic and constitutional order and the legitimate exercise of power in Honduras, and resulted in the removal of the democratically elected President of that country, Mr. José Manuel Zelaya Rosales [and demanded] the immediate and unconditional restoration of the legitimate and Constitutional Government of the President of the Republic of Honduras, Mr. José Manuel Zelaya Rosales, and of the legally constituted authority in Honduras, so that he may fulfil the mandate for which he was democratically elected by the Honduran people. I think (…) it would be a terrible precedent if we start moving backwards into the era in which we are seeing military coups as a means of political transition rather than democratic elections. The region has made enormous progress over the last 20 years in establishing democratic traditions in Central America and Latin America. We don't want to go back to a dark past. The United States has not always stood as it should with some of these fledgling democracies, but over the last several years, I think both Republicans and Democrats in the United States have recognized that we always want to stand with democracy, even if the results don't always mean that the leaders of those countries are favorable towards the United States. And that is a tradition that we want to continue. The reason this statement is so interesting is because President Obama clearly recognises that during the Cold War the policy of the international society was to remain agnostic to events internal to a state and it was for the state to decide its own political future, even if this meant violently through a military coup. President Obama explains however that 'over the past several years' the political climate is different and that the violent displacement of a president appointed by the people through free and fair elections is no longer acceptable. Accordingly, the United States (US) suspended military and intergovernmental development aid to Honduras. 42 Eventually, fresh elections were held and a new president was elected, bringing some much needed political stability within Honduras and substantially easing relations between Honduras and the international community.
Ivory Coast
Another recent and interesting example of the international community condemning the overthrow of a democratically elected government and refusing to recognise the incumbent government is in the Ivory Coast. Since the civil war in 2002 instability and ethnic tensions dominated the political landscape in the Ivory Coast. As violence between the rebel-held Muslim north and the government-controlled Christian south intensified, in February 2004, the UN Security Council engaged its Chapter VII powers and deployed a peacekeeping mission (known as UNOCI) to establish a 'zone of confidence' that essentially divided the warring communities of the north and the south. 43 As the violence eased, in 2005 the Security Council extended the mandate of UNOCI to support the organisation of 'open, free, fair, and transparent elections' .
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On 28 November 2010, the second round of presidential elections was held and, on 2 December 2010, the Independent Electoral Commission announced that Alassane Ouattara had won the election with 54 per cent of the vote. 45 That Ouattara had won the election was also confirmed by UNOCI. 46 Against the backdrop of profound ethnic tensions, Ouattara's main opponent in the election, Laurent Gbagbo, claimed that the election had been rigged and the President of the Constitutional Council declared Gbagbo the winner. 48 ECOWAS subsequently suspended the Ivory Coast's participation in the organisation 'until further notice' . 49 On 9 December 2010, the African Union (AU), which usually defers to sub-regional bodies regarding events in its jurisdiction, endorsed the decision of ECOWAS and suspended participation of the Ivory Coast 'in all AU activities, until such a time [as] the democratically-elected President effectively assumes State power' . 50 In December 2010 and January 2011, ECOWAS twice sent delegations to Gbagbo to urge him to step down voluntarily or be forced from power by military means. 51 On 20 December 2010, the UN Security Council urged 'all the Ivorian parties and stakeholders to respect the will of the people and the outcome of the election in view of ECOWAS and African Union's recognition of Alassane Ouattara as President-elect of Côte d'Ivoire and representative of the freely expressed voice of the Ivorian people as proclaimed by the Independent Electoral Commission' .
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This was followed, on 23 December 2010, by a resolution of UN General Assembly which approved (by consensus) the 22 December decision in the Report of the Credentials Committee to accept Ouattara as the legitimate representative of the Ivory Coast, and thereby rescind the credentials of Gbagbo's UN representatives. 53 On 24 December, the UN Secretary-General released a statement hailing the General Assembly's confirmation of Ouattara's credentials, which he said 'reflects the united position of the international community with respect to the legitimacy of the new government led by President Ouattara' . 54 On 29 December, the European Union (EU) adopted a similar position, endorsing the General Assembly's approval of Ouattara's credentials and declaring that only 48 ambassadors named by Ouattara would be accepted by the EU and its Member States. 55 Significantly, in addition to this refusal to recognise Gbagbo as President, the EU imposed a host of sanctions against his regime, primarily in the form of travel bans and asset freezes. For example, on 22 December 2010, the Council of the EU adopted a decision imposing a visa ban 'on former president Laurent Gbagbo and 18 other individuals' .
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On 31 December, this ban was extended to a further 59 'persons who are obstructing the peace process on Cote d'Ivoire and are jeopardising the proper outcome of the electoral process' . 57 On 14 January 2011, the Council imposed an asset freeze on '85 individuals that refuse to place themselves under the authority of the democratically elected president, as well as of 11 entities that are supporting the illegitimate administration of Laurent Gbagbo' . 58 Notwithstanding international condemnation, Gbagbo refused to relinquish power and violence spread across the country. In March 2011, in the face of worsening violence, forces loyal to Ouattara took the initiative and marched north to Abidjan, where Gbagbo's support was concentrated. At the same time, UN forces remained active in the Ivory Coast and were provided with a fresh mandate. The Security Council adopted Resolution 1975 on 30 March 2011, which recognised Ouattara as President and demanded an end to the violence. Moreover, it entitled UNOCI to use 'all necessary means' to protect civilians from imminent threat of attack. This resolution also authorised French forces stationed in the Ivory Coast to support UNOCI. 59 There was controversy as UN forces began using military force directly against Gbagbo's forces. Gbagbo claimed that UN forces were exceeding their mandate and using force with the objective of implementing regime change, although the UN Secretary-General claimed that UN forces only used military force where it was necessary to protect civilians from attack and for the purpose 55 of self-defence. 60 Gbagbo was eventually defeated and arrested on 11 April 2011, effectively bringing the crisis to an end.
The Arab Spring
My attention will now turn to the reaction of the international community to the Arab Spring, the name given to the democratic uprising that originated in Tunisia in December 2010 and which quickly swept across North Africa and the Middle East, in particular affecting Egypt, Libya, Syria, Yemen, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia and Jordan. I will focus in particular upon the reaction of the international community to the events in Libya and Syria because, in addition to space and time constraints, it was in these states that pro-democracy demonstrations were at their most intense and where the incumbent regimes reacted most violently in their attempt to suppress them. As we shall see, these events provoked a considerable international reaction from the international community in favour of human rights protection.
Within my broader thesis the events in Libya and Syria are of particular importance because, unlike in Honduras and the Ivory Coast where internationally verified elected governments had been prevented from exercising authority, in Libya and Syria there was no elected government that had been deposed from power. Instead, on the basis of the government's lack of liberal credentials these governments were de-recognised and entities that were considered to be broadly representative of the people, and which had promised to implement democratic reform, were instead recognised and accorded legitimacy. In light of this, I submit that the presence of the international community and its impact upon international relations becomes particularly apparent.
Libya
In Libya, Colonel Muammar Gaddafi had been in power for over 41 years when he was faced with mass pro-democracy demonstrations. Gaddafi's regime refused to stand down, fiercely resisted democratic reform and engaged in a prolonged and bloody campaign against those that were considered hostile to the government. As the violence intensified and human rights abuses became severe and widespread (and with war crimes and crimes against humanity being reported), 61 the international community determined that Gaddafi had lost legitimacy and could no longer be regarded as the legitimate representative of the Libyan people. Moreover, the international community recognised the Libyan National Transitional Council (NTC) as the legitimate government of Libya on the basis that its composition was representative of the people of Libya and because it promised 'to guide the country to free elections' . 62 For example, then US Secretary of State Hilary Clinton declared:
The United States views the Gadhafi regime as no longer having any legitimate authority in Libya. (…) And so I am announcing today that, until an interim authority is in place, the United States will recognize the NTC as the legitimate governing authority for Libya, and we will deal with it on that basis. 63 Importantly, on 15 July 2011, a Contact Group of 32 states, including leading members of the international community, such as the US and UK, and seven international organisations (including the UN, EU and NATO), banded together and released a joint statement determining:
The Contact Group reaffirmed that the Qaddafi regime no longer has any legitimate authority in Libya and that Qaddafi and certain members of his family must go. Henceforth and until an interim authority is in place, participants agreed to deal with the National Transitional Council (NTC) as the legitimate governing authority in Libya. 64 Perhaps more significantly, as the human rights situation in Libya deteriorated, the Security Council adopted Resolution 1970 (2011) under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, demanding 'an immediate end to the violence' and called 'for steps to fulfil the legitimate demands of the population' . In addition, Resolution 1970 referred the situation in Libya to the International Criminal Court (ICC). 65 In April 2011, the UN Security Council, faced with evidence that there was a real threat of a civilian massacre in Benghazi (not least because of Gaddafi's declaration that he would show 'no mercy' to anti-government supporters), 66 and at the encouragement of the international community, adopted Resolution 1973 which authorised the use of 'all necessary means' to protect civilians from the violence in Libya, subject to the caveat that there could be no deployment of forces into the territory of Libya. 67 What this meant was that NATO forces, which sought to implement the Security Council's resolution, were limited to conducting military strikes from the sea and air. As the air and sea campaign progressed, many protested that NATO forces were exceeding their mandate by conducting military strikes against Gaddafi forces even though they posed no immediate threat to civilians, and that by doing so effectively ensured regime change in Libya, because NATO's involvement gave opposition forces the upper hand in the civil war and ultimately enabled them to overthrow the Gaddafi regime. 68 
Syria
A similar story can be told in relation to the international community's engagement with Syria in 2011. In Syria, President Assad was also confronted with mass pro-democracy demonstrations and sought to end these protests through violence and intimidation. As the violence intensified and the human rights situation worsened, members of the international community declared that the Assad regime had lost its legitimacy and could no longer be regarded as the legitimate representative of the Syrian people. For example, the UK, France and Germany issued a joint statement declaring:
Our three countries believe that President Assad, who is resorting to brutal military force against his own people and who is responsible for the situation, has lost all legitimacy and can no longer claim to lead the country. We call on him to face the reality of the complete rejection of his regime by the Syrian people and to step aside in the best interests of Syria and the unity of its people. 69 Like in Libya, the international community instead accorded legitimacy to the opposition group known as the Syrian Revolutionary and Opposition Forces, or in short the Syrian Opposition Coalition (SOC), on the basis that it was considered representative of the people of Syria and because it had undertaken to guide Syria toward democratic reform. 70 The government of France announced that: 'it recognizes the Syrian National Coalition as the sole legitimate representative of the Syrian people and thus as the future provisional government of a democratic Syria which paves the way to put an end to Bashar Assad's regime' . 71 Numerous other states quickly followed in recognising the SOC (and thereby contemporaneously de-recognising the Assad regime). The US, for example, referred to the SOC as the 'legitimate representative of the Syrian people' . 72 Italy declared that 'Italy recognizes the coalition as a legitimate representative of the Syrian people' .
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The UK similarly explained that 'Her Majesty's Government has decided to recognise the National Coalition of the Syrian Revolutionary and Opposition Forces as the sole legitimate representative of the Syrian people' . 74 As a collective, the EU recognised the SOC as the legitimate representative of Syria. 75 Perhaps most importantly, at a meeting of the so-called Group of Friends of the Syrian People, a statement was released on behalf of 'all participants' contributions' , 76 which included 130 state representatives (including approximately 60 ministers), the Syrian opposition and officials from several international and regional organisations and NGOs. This document stated, 'Participants acknowledged the National Coalition as the legitimate representatives of the Syrian People and the umbrella organisation under which the Syrian opposition groups are acting. ' 77 In addition to recognising the SOC, various sanctions (including the freezing of assets and travel bans) were imposed by a variety of states and international organisations against members of the Assad regime. 78 Perhaps more importantly, as the human rights abuses became more severe and a 'red line' was crossed when chemical weapons were used against civilians, members of the international community started to call for military intervention in Syria, as there had been in Libya. 79 Because of the Russian veto in the Security Council the international community was unable to secure UNauthorised humanitarian intervention in Syria. This notwithstanding, certain members of the international community made it clear that they were prepared to take military action even without UN authorisation in order to alleviate the humanitarian suffering in Syria. Indeed, members of the international community such as the UK and US came extremely close to using military force. 80 Military intervention was only avoided at the last moment when the British Parliament refused to sanction the government's proposal to use of force, and the Assad regime agreed to the implementation of a stringent regime that enabled an international body to oversee the destruction of Syria's chemical weapons.
It is true that with the rise of the terrorist organisation Islamic State (IS) the conflict in Syria has become more complex. Given that IS is based at least in part in Syrian territory, there has become an urgent need to cooperate with those exercising effective control over territory in Syria (by and large the Assad regime) in order to address the threat to international peace and security that IS represents. But this does not mean that the international community has turned from its commitment to liberal democracy in Syria. The US, for example, has continued to reiterate that, although it must cooperate with the Assad regime out of 'necessity' , 81 it continues to be the case that the Assad regime has 'lost legitimacy to govern' . 82 Thus, although practically the exigencies of the situation demand cooperation, normatively the stance of the international community vis-à-vis the Assad regime 'has not changed' . 83 By way of conclusion, I would suggest that the conduct of the international community since 9/11, and more recently the reaction of the international community to the Arab Spring, lends further support to my claim that there now exists an international community of liberal states that is increasingly dismissing non-liberal states as illegitimate and taking enforcement action against them, seeking to push these states towards liberal reform. Of course there are exceptions and caveats to this explanatory theory, as there is with any such theory. But my claim is that in contrast to the practice of the international society during the Cold War years, where it was agnostic to the form of political governance implemented by its member states, since the end of the Cold War liberal states have consistently engaged in a practice of making normative judgements about the political quality of states on the basis of whether they exhibit respect for liberal values.
Liberal international law
By definition, all associations comprise individual members that are bound together by a particular normative framework. It is the commitment of these members to this normative framework that provides the association with its sense of collective identity. In order to protect these values the association will necessarily produce and develop rules that govern the relations between its members and regulate interaction between members and non-members. As already noted, the international society is premised upon the principle of the sovereign equality of its member states. In this sense, the principle of sovereign equality can be regarded as a constitutional norm of the international society. 84 In order to protect this constitutional norm, the international society created concrete international legal rules and, in order to protect these rules, embedded them within international organisations such as the UN. 85 Vivid illustrations of these legal rules include the principles of non-intervention and the non-use of force.
Although the principle of non-intervention is not expressly included within the UN Charter, it is considered to be the 'corollary' of state sovereignty and 'part and parcel of customary international law ' . 86 Turning to the definition of this principle, in the words of the International Court of Justice (ICJ):
Intervention is wrongful when it uses methods of coercion in regard to such choices, which must remain free ones. The element of coercion (…) defines, and indeed forms the very essence of, [a] prohibited intervention.
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Coercion is therefore the defining characteristic of intervention. Coercion denotes the imposition of 'imperative pressure' , whether it be through military, political or economic means, which manipulates the will of the state, thus compromising or usurping its sovereign authority, in order for the state exercising coercion to realise certain objectives.
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It is therefore apparent that it is not possible to define coercion in abstract terms. This is because coercion describes conduct that violates state sovereignty. The concepts of state sovereignty and coercion are thus in a state of mutual dependence whereby our understanding of what matters fall under a state's sovereign authority directly impacts upon what conduct constitutes coercion.
It is for this reason that, at least until the end of the Cold War, the scope of the non-intervention principle was impressively wide. The international society embraced a pristine definition of state sovereignty and for this reason states were considered to possess absolute competence over their domestic affairs. As a result, any dictatorial interference in internal matters was considered to amount to coercion in a state's sovereignty and thus in violation of the principle of non-intervention. As we shall see later in this section, due to the influence of the international community and its redefinition of state sovereignty, the content of the non-intervention principle has changed dramatically since the end of the Cold War. The international society also developed the prohibition against the use of force, contained in both article 2(4) UN Charter and also customary international law. The use of force is regarded as a 'particularly obvious' form of intervention which, because of its violent effects on the target state, is considered especially offensive to state sovereignty and therefore deserving of express prohibition. 89 The prohibition against the use of force extends to conduct that produces 'violence'; 90 that is, the infliction of deprivations upon a state in the form of 'destruction to life and property' through the use of the military or an equivalent instrument. 91 Note that this prohibition does not only apply to acts of war. This prohibition extends to any use of force which, as just noted, includes any acts producing violent effects. In this sense, article 2(4) is 'intended to be of a comprehensive nature' .
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The comprehensive nature of this prohibition is further evidenced by the fact that it applies not only to uses of force but also to threats of force. From the perspective of the international society, a prohibition on threats of force is important because threats of force can be just as damaging as actual uses of force. In addition, threats of force often precede uses of force, as hostilities often escalate. Thus, in order to robustly protect state sovereignty, the international society created a prohibition against the threat or use of force as a means of conflict resolution.
The emergence of the international community has had a profound effect on the content and character of international law. As already explained, the international community is situated within the international society and the regulatory framework that it created. However, whereas the international society is committed to protecting the sovereignty of its member states, the international community possesses an overriding commitment to the promotion of liberal values to non-liberal states. Crucially, the international community seeks to utilise international law to enable and justify its campaign for liberal development. As the influence of the international community has grown, as more states have become liberal, the international community has been able to increasingly adapt existing principles of international law so as to allow for the effective protection and promotion of liberal values.
Consider, for example, the changes to the scope of the non-intervention principle since the end of the Cold War. For the international community, the concept of sovereignty has been redefined. Sovereignty is now defined in terms of responsibility. States are now considered to be subject to an international legal responsibility to protect the fundamental human rights of their people and where they fail to do this they forfeit their sovereignty. 93 Given that conduct will only constitute intervention where it impinges upon matters that fall within a state's sovereignty, as the definition of sovereignty has contracted, so has the principle of non-intervention. Thus, since the emergence of the international community there have been suggestions that the practice of liberal states has modified the scope of the non-intervention principle to the extent that it now recognises a 'human rights exception'; 94 namely, that states are no longer precluded from intervening in the internal affairs of another state where the objective is to promote respect for human rights. For example, during the Cold War it was well established that where political entities within a state were in the process of determining (whether it be through peaceful or even violent means) who was the government of that state, a state that prematurely recognised an entity as the government committed an unlawful intervention. The principle of non-intervention only permitted states to recognise an entity as the government of a state once that entity had succeeded in exercising effective physical control over the population. 95 In the contemporary era, however, we witness members of the international community de-recognising incumbent regimes, such as those in Libya and Syria, and instead recognising opposition groups as the legitimate representatives of these states even though they do not exercise effective physical control over the population. Yet, there were few protestations that such conduct constituted a violation of the non-intervention principle, presumably because the Gaddafi and Assad regimes were regarded as having forfeited their sovereignty because of the human rights violations that they perpetrated and because the opposition groups committed themselves to leading these states to a democratic, human rights-respecting future.
Determining under what circumstances intervention is permissible (for example, what types of human rights violation trigger the human rights exception and how severe these abuses must be) and what forms of intervention are acceptable in order to mitigate human rights violations (for example, whether the provision of civilian or even military support and resources to more liberally orientated opposition groups is permissible) requires a careful assessment of state practice. However, this is not the place to engage in a detailed and comprehensive assessment of state practice in order to determine the exact contours of the non-intervention principle. Instead, my argument is that the fact that there is now considerable support for the proposition that the non-intervention principle recognises a human rights exception can be explained on the basis that an intentional community of liberal states has formed within the international society and is seeking to redefine existing principles of international law in order to allow for the effective protection of fundamental human rights. 96 Similar developments have occurred in relation to the non-use of force prohibition. Since the end of the Cold War we have witnessed increasing claims that where a state is unable or unwilling to protect the human rights of its citizens, and where the Security Council is unable to act because of the so-called unreasonable veto, other states can permissibly use armed force in order to alleviate humanitarian suffering-that is, they can use force without committing a violation of article 2(4) UN Charter. 97 This was the justification of many NATO states when they used force to protect the ethnic Albanians in Kosovo. 98 More recently, in relation to events in Syria, the UK unambiguously declared that the right to unilateral humanitarian intervention was available under customary international law. 99 Whether or not humanitarian intervention is a recognised legal basis upon which to use force requires a careful analysis of state practice. Again, this is not the place to engage in such debates. But the point I am making is that the extent to which liberal states are now making such claims is illustrative of the impact of the international community upon the content of international law.
In addition to adapting existing international law principles, the international community has also sought to develop new principles of international law that facilitate the promulgation of liberal values. For example, during the Cold War there was no suggestion that customary international law required states to organise themselves upon a democratic basis. On the contrary, such was the international society's commitment to the sovereign equality of its members that, through the principle of non-intervention, customary international law expressly protected the right of states to determine their own form of political organisation. However, in the years following the end of the Cold War and with the emergence of the international community, it was famously argued by Thomas Franck that the right to democracy was 'emerging' as a principle of customary international law. 100 As the influence of the international community has increased in recent years, it is now argued that the right to democracy under customary international law is 'undeniable' . 101 I argue that the development of this customary entitlement (or at two associations, and in particular the determination of the international community to subject non-liberal states to liberal reform, that can explain why violations of international law and security occur in the contemporary world order. In this article, I have discussed at length recent examples of the international community engaging in normative judgements of the political quality of states and, where necessary, taking enforcement action against them in order to demonstrate that the doctrine of the international community continues to represent a useful explanatory tool to help explain the nature and character of the contemporary world order. It is important to note that my objective is to explain contemporary events through the doctrine of the international community. I certainly do not attempt to defend (from a normative perspective) the conduct of the international community (for example, whether the international community is correct in its view that liberal states do in fact forge a zone of peace). Clearly, a normative defence of the international community's activities would involve a completely different project. At some point, I may assess the normative desirability of the international community's agenda. But first we must explain why international events occur before they can be understood as a positive or negative development.
